States can not only choose to accept or refuse to accept the jurisdiction of the ICJ, they can also accept its jurisdiction in a limited way. For compulsory jurisdiction, this inherent competence is embodied in the institution of a reservation. There are numerous types of reservations that states may place on their optional clause declarations. The main goal of any reservation is to limit the ICJ's adjudication prerogatives or the scope of the Court's jurisdiction.
Restrictions may relate to other states (ratione personae), 4 certain times of disputes (ratione temporis), 5 or specific areas of international law (ratione materiae) (Szafarz, 1993 reservations (India). The widespread practice of placing many reservations on a declaration is often times criticized: "the reason for making reservations in declarations include: viewing judicial procedure as improper in certain disputes, lack of full confidence in the Court, excessive caution, political sensibility of certain issues" (Szafarz, 1993: 50) .
In this paper, we seek to understand the variance in the design of states' commitments to the World Court, building upon our earlier research connecting states' domestic legal institutions to interstate bargaining and the use of optional clause declarations and compromissory clause treaties as a form of cheap talk (Powell and Mitchell, forthcoming) . We argue that characteristics of domestic legal systems help to account for the design of states' commitments to the World Court. States representing civil, common, and Islamic legal traditions regulate their 4 The Court's jurisdiction does not cover certain disputes between the accepting state and a particular group of states. The most common reservation of this type is the reservation placed by the members of the British Commonwealth, which excludes from the ICJ jurisdiction disputes with any other members of the British Commonwealth. 5 Disputes originating before a certain date are excluded from the ICJ's jurisdiction.
contractual relationships in quite divergent ways. Contracts signed under each legal system look different as far as their attention to detail, their length, and inclusion of general principles. We assert that these differences in the design of contracts in the domestic realm carry over onto the international arena, where states make commitments with one another and with international institutions. Our analyses suggest that civil law states are more willing to recognize the jurisdiction of the ICJ through both optional clause declarations and compromissory clause treaty memberships than common law or Islamic law states. Furthermore, common law states place more restrictions on their declarations than civil law or Islamic law states, with the majority of those restrictions relating to specific areas of international law (ratione materiae). However, there are notable differences with respect to bilateral and multilateral treaties, with civil law states embedding compromissory clauses more often in multilateral treaties and common and Islamic law states preferring bilateral compromissory clause treaties.
Our paper proceeds as follows. First, we discuss the differences between the world's three major legal systems: civil law, common law, and Islamic law. 6 Next we discuss the design of states' commitments to the World Court, including reservations for optional clause declarations and variation in the design of compromissory clause treaties. Third, we derive hypotheses relating characteristics of domestic legal systems to the design of international legal commitments. Finally, we discuss the research design for empirically evaluating our hypotheses and we present our empirical results. Our theory and analyses demonstrate the important link between domestic institutions and commitments to international institutions and treaties, and suggest that legal institutions should be accorded greater priority in future research. 6 Other typologies for legal systems have been developed, including La Porta et al's (1999) classification based on colonial influence (French, British, Socialist, etc.) . We prefer the common, civil, and Islamic law typology because it distinguishes systems based on procedural and substantive differences in legal practices, rather than encompassing broader cultural differences based on colonial empires.
Domestic Legal Systems: Civil, Common, and Islamic Law
Procedural and substantive characteristics of each domestic legal tradition stem from the diverging historical and cultural experiences of different states. Civil law originated in the law of the Roman Empire and proliferated throughout Europe via the Empire's influence (Glenn 2000, 119) . As the Empire declined, so did its exquisite legal system. This situation, however, did not last very long as the Roman ius civile was rejuvenated and revised in European universities in the 11 th to 13 th centuries. This revitalized civil legal tradition gave birth to numerous key legal codes, including the Civil Code of Napoleon of 1804, the German Civil Code of 1900, and the Italian Civil Code. The influence of these codifications spread not only throughout Europe, but also to numerous colonized territories (David and Brierley 1985) .
Common law emerged in the British Isles following the military conquest of England by
the Normans (Glenn 2000; Whincup 1992 ). The Norman invaders introduced the basic structures of the common law system, most importantly the absence of the written letter of law and the institution of a jury. The doctrine of stare decisis constitutes the most important feature of the common law tradition, whereby judges are bound by precedents established in previously given judgments. Common law spread globally throughout the British colonial empire.
Islamic law, the world's final major legal tradition, appeared as one of the major legal systems with the birth of Islam in the seventh century A.D. (Mourisi Badr 1978, 187) . As the Muslim religion spread with the growth of the Arab Empire, Islamic law became predominant in many Central Asian and Middle Eastern states. One of the most important characteristics of this legal tradition is that it is based primarily on religious principles of human conduct; law constitutes an integral part of the Islamic religion (Al-Azmeh 1988; Khadduri 1956; Lippman, McConville, and Yerushalmi 1988) .
The historical development of the world's three major legal systems created substantial variance in the substance and procedures of domestic law. While we could compare these legal systems on a wide variety of characteristics, we focus on three primary differences: 1) the use of precedents (stare decisis), 2) good faith in contracting (bona fides), and 3) conditions under which contracts must be fulfilled (pacta sunt servanda).
Stare Decisis
The principle of stare decisis (the use of precedents when making legal judgments) is present in common law systems, but virtually absent in civil law and Islamic law systems (Opolot 1980) . The doctrine of precedent obliges a judge to examine previous judgments in similar cases (Darbyshire 2001) . By looking back, a judge is hoping to discover legal decisions relevant to a case under consideration. As a result, a decision consistent with existing principles is rendered. Generally, the doctrine of stare decisis states that when a point of law has been previously established in a judicial decision, it forms a precedent, which is to be followed from here on out (Opolot 1980) . In contrast to the common law systems, judges in civil law states are prohibited from relying on previous judgments. In these systems, law making is a function of the legislature. A judge's role, on the other hand, is relatively passive. In the process of making a decision, a civil law judge implements legal rules contained in codes, laws, and statutes. Each case is treated as a particular incident without precedent. The doctrine of judicial precedent is alien also to the Islamic legal tradition, which is inescapably intertwined with Islamic faith. In this system, law is derived from four basic sources, the Qur'an, the Sunna, judicial consensus, and analogical reasoning (Vago 2000) .
The Qur'an is the sacred book of the Muslims, and it literally means 'the Reading'; the Sunna literally means 'the path taken or trodden' by the Prophet, and it contains explanations, deeds, sayings, and conduct of the Prophet (Glenn 2000) . Judicial consensus is established by 'a common religious conviction' of major traditional legal
Bona Fides
The three major legal systems differ as far as their treatment of the principle of bona fides, or good faith in contracting. Probably the best description of this principle has been provided by medieval jurists, to whom good faith meant that a party to a contract "must keep his word, refrain from deceit and overreaching, and honor obligations that are only implicit in his contract" (Zimmerman and Whittaker, 2000:93, Powell, 2006) . The concept of bona fides originated in Roman law, and as such it has significantly affected the civil law tradition.
Although modern civil legal systems vary to some extent, "the general concept of bona fides constitutes in this legal family one of the most important abstract rules" (Powell, 2006) . 8 Good faith is also firmly established in the Islamic legal tradition. Both the Qur'an and Sunna permit trade relations as long as they are conducted according to the principles of good faith and honesty. Generally speaking, Islamic law identifies fraud and dishonesty as a "serious moral wrong" (Rayner 1991, 206) .
English common law stands in sharp contrast to its civil and Islamic counterparts in that it does not recognize a general duty to negotiate nor to perform contracts in good faith. In the United Kingdom, for example, the doctrine of good faith is often perceived by lawyers as threatening and unworkable in the British common law system: "the concept of a duty to carry on negotiations in good faith is inherently repugnant to the adversarial position of the parties when involved in negotiations" (Zimmermann and Whittaker 2000, 40) . Despite the fact that some efforts have been made to incorporate bona fides to the common law tradition, the position of bona fides in this legal family is still much weaker than under civil and Islamic law scholars (Glenn 2000) and it regards specific points of Islamic law. Analogical reasoning, the fourth source of Islamic law is used in circumstances not addressed by the Qur'an or the other two sources (Vago 2000) . 8 An example is provided by Article 242 of the German Civil Code, which binds the obligor to perform the contract in good faith (Traub and Glauben) (Powell, 2006) . (Zimmermann and Whittaker 2000) . 9 The general resentment towards the general idea of good faith present amongst most British lawyers "is inherently bound to England's extensive affection to the liberal concept of contract and the free choice of contracting parties" (Powell, 2006) .
Pacta Sunt Servanda
As a general rule, when individuals sign contracts or states sign treaties, such pacts are supposed to be binding and observed by the parties. There are crucial differences in the way that the three major legal systems treat the pacta sunt servanda rule. Common law systems recognize that events occurring after the signing of a contract, or a force majeure, might render a contractual relationship impossible or impracticable to fulfill, because the subject of the contract has been destroyed, or the obliged party is prevented from keeping his promises due to illness.
Such circumstances in the common law tradition usually release all parties from their contractual obligations (Rayner 1991; Whincup 1992) . In contrast, in civil law systems, such events are viewed as allowing for only a partial release from a contract until the contract can be fulfilled.
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In Islamic law, the principle of pacta sunt servanda has been granted a prime position.
Generally speaking, all contracts and treaties are subject to the pacta sunt servanda rule "whether such action takes the form of an administrative, judicial or even legislative act" 9 Some common law states have gradually introduced the principle of good faith into their legal systems. For example, the United States Uniform Commercial Code in section 1-304 establishes that: "Every contract or duty within this Act imposes an obligation of good faith in its performance." In addition, the US Restatement (Second) of Contracts (adopted by the American Law Institute in 1979 and published in final form in 1981) establishes that individuals have duties of good faith that cannot be wavered. This act constitutes a great improvement over the first Restatement of Contracts (1932) , in which a comparable good faith provision was not included (Summerst 1982) . In Great Britain, the European Consumer Protection Directive of 1994 incorporates the doctrine of good faith directly into the British contract law. Despite these developments, we argue that there still exist crucial differences in the status of bona fides in both of the Western legal traditions. According to some scholars, good faith constitutes s a "legal irritant" in the common law tradition and "the imperatives of a specific Anglo-American economic culture as against a specific Continental one will bring about an even more fundamental reconstruction of good faith under the new conditions" (Teubner 1998, 12) . 10 On the other hand, civil law systems do not usually recognize the parol evidence rule, which some have argued strengthens the sanctity of contracts in common law states relative to civil law states (Nassar, 1995) . The parol evidence rule assumes that a written contract embodies all of the terms of the agreement, and thus that external evidence, such as verbal communication between the parties, could not alter the parties' obligations. (Rayner 1991, 87 Third, the adjudicator's role as a signaler of private information also works more efficiently in civil law dyads. Legal principles that civil law states apply to interstate bargaining, such as bona fides, help to reduce each side's private information, making it easier to strike an accord.
Our empirical analyses focus primarily on compulsory jurisdiction, and we find that civil law states are more likely to accept the Court's jurisdiction than common or Islamic law states.
However, once optional declarations are made, Islamic and common law states have more durable commitments than civil law states, which reflects the strong norms for pacta sunt servanda in Islamic system and the precise design of commitments in common law systems. In this paper, we extend the analyses in our previous research to help understand more clearly the design of commitments to the World Court.
Cooperation between States and the International Court of Justice
The process of cooperation between states and international institutions is somewhat different from cooperation between two or more states. Negotiations and bargaining are more limited in the first instance due to the fact that an institution already consists of a finite set of rules and procedures (Simmons and Martin, 2005) before negotiations with a particular state commence.
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In other words, the basic legal core of the relationship between a state and an institution is not to the content of the commitments entered into a particular declaration" (Szafarz, 1991:46) . They 12 Mearsheimer provides a similar definition of international institutions as "sets of rules that stipulate the ways in which states should cooperate and compete with each other" (1994:95). Krasner understands international regimes to be "sets of implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures around which actor's expectations converge in a given area of international relations" (Krasner, 1983:2 6, 1957 , 1957 14 When two or more states negotiate with one another, all the terms of their cooperation, both substantial and procedural, are subject to bargaining. Unilateral declarations based on Article 36(2) of the ICJ Statute are very different from treaties in that they are not subject to negotiations: "The unilateral character of the declarations and the unilateral procedure of their entry into force make it very important for the Court to clarify and establish the actual scope and contents of the consent of the declaring state, i.e. the scope of the jurisdiction it intended to confer upon the Court (Alexandrov, 1995:13) should be distinguished from formal conditions included in these declarations that deal with termination, modification, and duration of a state's commitment to the Court. The Netherlands was the first state to make reservations in 1921. The declaration "related only to future disputes, and excluded disputes with respect to which the parties had agreed upon a different means of settlement" (Szafarz, 1993:47) . This practice of limiting the World Court's adjudication powers eventually became a widely accepted practice by the international community. There are three primary types of restrictions that states can place on their optional clause declarations which can significantly limit the World Court's jurisdiction: ratione personae, ratione materiae, and ratione temporis (see Table 1 (Australia, 1940, 15 France withdrew its acceptance of the optional clause in 1973 after being sued by New Zealand and Australia in the Nuclear tests cases (Fischer, 1982:262 United Kingdom, 1940 , South Africa, 1940 . The main justification for reservations ratione temporis is that they constitute a precautionary measure against unforeseen cases originating from the past (Alexandrov, 1995:15 18 Another famous reservation ratione materiae is the Connally Reservation, which the United States introduced in its 1946 optional clause declaration. It declared that the ICJ would have not jurisdiction over disputes that were essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of the US. Ironically, the reservation was intended to shield the United States from unnecessary litigation and yet became one of the most frequently invoked reservations by other states sued by the US in the ICJ, due to the reciprocal nature of optional clause declarations (e.g. any state can take advantage of its opponent's reservations) (Bederman, 2001: 244-245) . 19 ICJ Yearbook 1957 -1958 ; also quoted in Alexandrov, 1995 :91. 20 ICJ Yearbook 1958 -1959 . also quoted in Alexandrov, 1995:92. The diversity and use of reservations for optional clause declarations is well established in international law. However, states may also recognize the jurisdiction of the World Court through compromissory clauses in bilateral or multilateral treaties. In this case, design differences stem primarily from the nature of the treaty in which the clause is embedded.
Compromissory clause treaties may vary with respect to mandate (political, economic, security, etc.), membership scope (e.g. regional vs. global), and membership size (bilateral vs. multilateral). Our analyses focus on a comparison of bilateral and multilateral treaties, although in the future, we plan to expand our coding to include more design features of these treaties.
Domestic Legal Systems and the Design of Contractual Relations

Design of International Contracts: Attention to Detail
It is clear that the scope of the ICJ's jurisdiction varies tremendously across time and space. We believe that domestic legal system characteristics provide purchase for understanding the design of commitments to the World Court, including the number and types of reservations that states place on their optional clause declarations and the number of compromissory clause treaty memberships. As noted above, differences in legal principles based on good faith, the use of precedents, and contractual compliance influence the likelihood that states will make international commitments and the design of those commitments. We assume that states representing civil, common, and Islamic legal traditions will draft their international commitments in a way that closely resembles domestic contracts.
The weakness of the bona fides and pacta sunt servanda principles in common law systems should produce very detailed and specific contracts. Unforeseen events may render contracts null and void, thus common law lawyers will be careful to draft contracts that specify precise contractual terms. In addition, because there are for the most part, no codes that would spell out all of the general principles applicable to a contract under common law, contracting parties must make sure that all of the principles and rules that are to apply to their agreement are explicitly addressed in their contract. Thus, in the domestic setting, common law contracts are much more detailed and lengthy when compared with contracts concluded under civil or Islamic law. As far as commitments to the ICJ, common law states will be more likely to place more reservations on their optional clause declarations. These restrictions are included in order to ensure that all of the states' rights and obligations are clearly specified. Common law states should also find the use of compromissory clauses attractive because they limit the Court's jurisdiction to the subject matter negotiated in a specific treaty. We also expect common law states to embed compromissory clauses more often in bilateral treaties than in multilateral treaties because it should be easier to strike a bilateral agreement than reach a settlement in a multilateral negotiation if negotiators are very precise about contractual commitments.
Contracts in civil legal systems, backed firmly by the principle of good faith, will be much less precise. Contracts do not spell out all the legal principles that are to apply to a contract because the written codes already enumerate these general overarching principles. For example, in a civil law state, it would be unnecessary for contracting parties to include good faith as one of the contractual stipulations because contractual relations in civil law systems are automatically governed by this principle. Just as contracts according to the civil contractual law are rather simple and straightforward, so should be the international commitments of these states. 21 We expect, therefore, that civil law states will place fewer reservations on their optional clause declarations. Civil law states should also be amenable to signing treaties with compromissory clauses, viewing these choices as complements rather than substitutes (Powell and Mitchell, forthcoming) . However, civil law states may be more willing to embed compromissory clauses in multilateral treaties because their acceptance of general legal principles allows for multilateral negotiations to be more successful. In other words, multilateral treaties must take all the parties' competing interests into account, and the more civil law states at the bargaining table, the more likely it is that a relatively simple agreement will satisfy the parties' needs. Civil law states have dominated in the international system, comprising 48%-78% of all states in the world from 1920 to the present (Powell and Mitchell, forthcoming) . This implies that negotiations for large multilateral treaties are more likely to include multiple states with civil law systems, and that such states should be amenable to recognizing the Court's jurisdiction for resolving disputes.
We anticipate international commitments of Islamic law states to reflect the general design of contracts in this legal tradition. As stated above, the principle of bona fides holds a particularly strong position in this legal system due to the fact that religious sources, which are of utmost importance to every Muslim, admonish the faithful to keep their agreements. The faithful are expected to respect their contractual obligations not only in relation to other Muslims, but also towards non-believers. According to the Qu'ran, even the state of war by itself is not a sufficient justification for violation of a contract. Thus, we expect that Islamic states will be very careful in signing international contracts with international institutions. If a state knows that it has to keep its international commitments, it will want to make sure that its obligations are very clearly specified and thorough. This strong commitment to contractual compliance, as well as (Alexandrov, 1995:21) . For example, Article 36(2) of the ICJ Statute states that declarations of acceptance of the compulsory jurisdiction of the ICJ shall be "in relation to any other state accepting the same obligation." This article clearly establishes the principle of reciprocity. Thus the ICJ is bound by reciprocity "whether or not it is mentioned in the declaration of the state involved and there is no need to specifically make the reservation of reciprocity in a unilateral declaration" (Alexandrov, 1995:27) . Nevertheless, numerous states place on their optional clause declaration the unnecessary reservation of reciprocity. 22 As Briggs (1958) notes, "since reciprocity is a jurisdictional requirement of Article 36(2) of the Statute, it applies even to Declarations made without reservation of reciprocity" (p.267).
There are other reservations that seem to be unnecessary, since they just repeat basic principles of international law or provisions of the ICJ/PCIJ Statute. For example, several states 22 In Table 1 , we placed an asterisk (*) near each reservation considered by most international scholars as "unnecessary".
limit the jurisdiction of the ICJ in matters exclusively within the domestic jurisdiction as determined by international law. Such a reservation was first made by a common law country, the United Kingdom in 1929. As time went on, under the PCIJ similar reservations appeared in 21 other declarations, and under the ICJ in 26 declarations (Alexandrov, 1995:67) . Similarly unnecessary is the reservation that excludes from the ICJ jurisdiction disputes in regard to which the parties agreed to have recourse to another method of peaceful settlement. This quite popular reservation is not needed since "the Court, however, may take into account an agreement to resort to other method of peaceful settlement even without such a reservation" (Alexandrov, 1995:104) . In a common legal system, there is usually no code that would exhaustively regulate all types of contractual relations. As a result of this, parties to a contract must clearly spell out all the conditions, rights and obligations in their contract. Because domestically drafted contracts in the common law states often contain general principles of law, we anticipate that these countries will also be more likely to place the above described "unnecessary" restrictions on their declarations. Despite the fact that it is not required to include such reservations, common law states will feel more secure by including them in their commitments to the Court. Civil law states and Islamic law states should also refrain from restrictions that repeat basic principles of international law or rules expressed in the Statute of the World Court.
Design of International Contracts: Types of Reservations
Our theory also allows us to construct hypotheses regarding specific types of reservations. As far as reservations ratione materiae, temporis, and personae, we expect that all states, regardless of the type of their domestic legal system will be more likely to use reservations ratione temporis. The use of reservations ratione materiae and personae reflects the willingness of a state to accept the jurisdiction of the ICJ as far as its substantive scope. States that are more supportive of the ICJ are also less likely to limit the Court's jurisdiction across space. For example, the scope of ICJ jurisdiction in the case of a state that places on its declaration a reservation which excludes all disputes relating to multilateral treaties (ratione materiae), is smaller than the scope of the ICJ jurisdiction in relation to another state that chooses not to place such a reservation ceteris paribus. States that accept the Court's jurisdiction, but considerably limit it as far as different substantive areas of international law, types of disputes, or subjects are in general less willing to submit to the ICJ adjudication prerogatives.
We expect all states to be more likely to place reservations ratione temporis on their optional clause declaration regardless of the width of their substantive commitment to the Court (number of reservations ratione materiae and personae). Even states that are less willing to limit the jurisdiction of the Court across space should value legal predictability that stems from placing a reservation ratione temporis. An optional clause declaration, which does not include any reservations ratione temporis makes a state very vulnerable to potential suits regarding past, often unforeseen grievances. Thus, limiting the Court's jurisdiction by using reservations ratione materiae and ratione personae reflects to a much larger extent a state's unwillingness to grant the Court unlimited adjudication prerogatives. A reservation ratione temporis constitutes a 'legal necessity', which provides legal predictability.
Research Design
Our theoretical argument suggests that civil law states should be more accepting of the Court's jurisdiction than common law or Islamic law states, and less likely to place reservations on their optional clause declarations. We also created a dyad-year dataset that counts the number of shared dyadic memberships in compromissory clause treaties. This variable ranges from 0 to 71, with an average of 3.7.
Our coding of domestic legal systems is based on four mutually exclusive dichotomous variables: civil, common, Islamic, and mixed. The first three categories capture our theory key legal systems, while the mixed category captures the legal system of countries where two or more systems apply interactively or cumulatively. Information about domestic legal systems has been gathered using the CIA Fact Book, which describes major characteristics of legal traditions of each state in the world and several other subsidiary legal sources (Glendon, Gordon, and Osakwe, 1990; Opolot, 1980 (Bilder, 1998; Scott and Carr, 1987) . We also anticipate that powerful states will place more restrictions on their reservations if they recognize the Court. Given their advantage in bilateral bargaining, more powerful nations have incentives to limit the situations in which the ICJ has jurisdiction.
We employ a commonly used measure of national capabilities developed by Singer, Bremer, and Stuckey (1972) , which creates an index of a state's proportion of total system capabilities in six areas: iron/steel production, energy production, urban population, total population, military expenditures, and military personnel. We obtained values for this variable using the Expected Utility Generation and Data Management Program (EUGene) (Bennett and Stam 2000) .
We also include a measure of state age because newer states tend to view the ICJ as conservative and status quo biased (Gamble and Fischer 1976) The third control variable is regime type. The democratic peace literature suggests that democracies are more likely to adopt peaceful methods of conflict resolution (Dixon, 1994) , and more amenable to legalistic procedures, such as adjudication or arbitration (Raymond 1994) .
While democracies may be supportive of the ICJ in general (Powell and Mitchell, forthcoming) , they may be cautious about their international commitments because they face higher audience costs for reneging on agreements. Thus our expectation is that democracies will be more likely to recognize the ICJ's jurisdiction, but willing to place restrictions on the Court's prerogative in the form of reservations on optional clause declarations. To measure each state's democracy level, we use the Polity IV data set (Jaggers and Gurr 1995) , which combines information from four institutional characteristics into a single democracy score ranging from 0 (least democratic)
to 10 (most democratic). This includes the competitiveness of political participation, the level of constraints on the chief executive, and the openness and competitiveness of chief executive recruitment.
Our dyadic analyses for compromissory clauses utilize relational measures for capabilities and regime type. We calculate the capability asymmetry between two states by calculating the ratio of state A's CINC score to the sum of A's and B's CINC scores. We also create a dummy variable for joint democracy, which equals one when both states score six or higher on the Polity IV democracy scale. Finally, we include a dummy variable for joint acceptance of ICJ compulsory jurisdiction. Our expectation is that states should share more memberships in compromissory clause treaties if they are both democratic and jointly accept compulsory jurisdiction. Capability asymmetries should produce more shared treaty memberships, especially for multilateral treaties where the variance of member states' power is large. We turn now to multivariate analyses to empirically evaluate our theoretical hypotheses.
Empirical Analyses
We begin with an empirical evaluation of reservations on optional clause declarations.
Theoretically, we expect civil law states to have the fewest number of reservations and common law states to have the most reservations. As noted above, the full list of reservations employed by states is listed in Table 1 . We report the percentage of reservation state-years for each domestic legal system type. These percentages include only those years in which states' optional clause declarations are in force. We find support for our theoretical conjecture that common law states will place the highest number of reservations on their commitments to the Court. In the majority of reservation categories (20 of 28), common law states have a higher percentage of years with the reservations in force. There are also some types of reservations that are fairly unique to common law systems, such as the declaration excluding British Commonwealth countries from the Court's jurisdiction (56%) and the exclusion of disputes that arose during hostilities (38%).
With respect to differences across reservation types, we see a fairly large use of general reservations by all states. As noted above, this reflects in many cases a restatement of principles already embodied in the League/UN Charter or international law more broadly. As expected, common law states feel compelled to place on their optional clause declarations "unnecessary"
restrictions. As Table 1 shows, these states are most likely to place a general reservation of reciprocity (82%) and a reservation ratione materiae excluding from the ICJ jurisdiction matters exclusively within the domestic jurisdiction as determined by international law (58%). A similar pattern emerges with regard to the remaining two "unnecessary" restrictions (a reservation containing the right of a state to add, amend, or withdraw declarations (20%) and a reservation ratione materiae excluding disputes in recourse to which the parties agreed to have recourse to another method of settlement (82%)).
The exclusion of the Court's jurisdiction in areas relating to particular issues or disputes (materiae) is much more widely used by common and Islamic law states than civil law states.
The lack of good faith and pacta sunt servanda principles in common law systems produces more detailed international commitments and a broader set of reservation categories. Islamic law states exclude disputes where there is recourse to other methods of peaceful settlement or the issue falls within domestic jurisdiction. Both common and Islamic law states frequently exclude disputes that arose prior to their optional clause declaration (temporis) from the ICJ's purview.
The use of personae reservations is fairly limited and employed mostly by common law states. Table 2 presents several logit analyses of each reservation category, where the dependent variable equals one if a state declares one or more reservations of that type in a given year and zero otherwise. 23 The excluded reference category for legal systems is civil law. The positive and significant coefficients for all other legal types across the reservation categories support our claim that civil law states will place the fewest restrictions on their optional clause declarations.
The substantive effects for these models are presented in Table 5 . We see a large increase in the probability of materiae reservations for common (p=.699), Islamic (p=.726), and mixed law (p=.689) systems relative to the baseline category for civil law (p=.262). A similar ordering obtains for temporis reservations, with civil law states having a moderate probability for these restrictions (p=.404) and common (p=.879) and Islamic (p=.901) law states being highly likely to employ one or more restrictions related to time. As expected, all states regardless of their domestic legal system type are likely to include reservations ratione temporis in their declarations. The probabilities for these reservations are very high (.404 for civil law states, .879
for common law states, .901 for Islamic law states, and .696 for mixed law states). Each state perceives these reservations as a guarantee that old disputes from the past will not be brought 23 A regression analysis for the number of all reservation types is presented in Appendix 2. This demonstrates that common law states place 2.3 more reservations on their declarations than mixed law systems, while Islamic states place 1.7 more reservations. Civil law states place the fewest restrictions, with 1.7 fewer reservations than mixed law systems.
before the Court. This attitude does not vary according to the width of substantial commitment to the Court (the number of reservations ratione materiae and personae). The multivariate analysis also confirms what we observed in the descriptive table, namely that common law states use personae reservations much more frequently than states with other legal systems.
The control variables reveal some interesting differences across reservation categories.
As states' democracy scores increase, they become increasingly likely to employ all types of reservations. As previous research shows, democracies sign only these international commitments that they are likely to keep in the future (Leeds, 1999 , Gaubatz, 1996 , Simmons, 2000 . Because democratic states know that they will keep their promises (abide by the international norm pacta sunt servanda), they design their commitments in a very cautious way, making sure that all of their obligations and possible future circumstances are accounted for (Powell and Mitchell, forthcoming) . 24 However, the most frequently employed reservations include general, materiae, and temporis. The effect of state power varies across reservation types. More powerful states are significantly more likely to employ general, materiae, and temporis reservations, and significantly less likely to employ personae and other reservations.
The substantive effects for capabilities are quite large as well, with great powers being almost certain to place general, materiae, and temporis reservations on their optional clause declarations. We also see varying effects for state age across reservation categories. Older states are less likely to employ general, materiae, and other reservations, while significantly more likely to restrict disputes occurring prior to the declaration (temporis). The probability of the submission of cases originating from the past is much smaller for new states. The overall fit of these models is fairly good with pseudo-R 2 values ranging from .10 to .33. higher number of multilateral treaties than common, Islamic, or mixed law states. The expected counts based on these models are presented in Table 6 . Civil law states belong to 11 multilateral treaties with compromissory clauses, compared to 9 for common law states, 4 for mixed law states, and 1 for Islamic law states. A similar pattern emerges in Model 3 when examining all treaties (12.5 for civil law, 10.5 for common law, 5 for mixed law, 3.7 for Islamic law).
These results are consistent with our expectation that civil law states will utilize commitments to the ICJ as a form of cheap talk in interstate bargaining. As expected, civil law states are more likely to be part of multilateral treaties with compromissory clauses, since the number of contracting parties does not deter these states from contracting. Because civil law contracts are not overly detailed, the cost for negotiations on the international arena is not as high for these states as it is for Islamic or common law states. While we expected common law states
to be less open to the Court, we did anticipate a preference for compromissory clause jurisdiction over compulsory jurisdiction, and this seems to be borne out in our analysis. Table 6 seem to suggest that these bilateral treaties are not always formed with other Islamic law states. In fact, two Islamic law states are much less likely to share membership in bilateral or multilateral compromissory clause treaties than any other dyad (both civil law, both common law, both mixed law, divergent legal systems).
The dyadic results for bilateral treaties in Table 4 are puzzling because they imply that states with similar legal systems are less likely to jointly belong to bilateral treaties with compromissory clauses. The coefficients for each legal system pair are negative, and three of the four are statistically different from zero. On the other hand, the results for shared multilateral treaties support our theoretical expectations, with two civil law states having the highest number of shared memberships, common law states having the next highest, and Islamic law states having the fewest. Jointly democratic and capability asymmetric dyads are significantly more likely to share membership in bilateral or multilateral compromissory clause treaties. We also see the two forms of ICJ jurisdiction as complements rather than substitutes; if two states both recognize compulsory jurisdiction, they are significantly more likely to share membership in bilateral and multilateral treaties. Older states also tend to belong to a larger number of dyads with shared compromissory clause treaty memberships.
Conclusion
In this paper, we argue that domestic legal systems have important effects on the way that states design their commitments to the World Court. Building on our earlier research (Powell and Mitchell, forthcoming) , which links states' domestic legal institutions to interstate bargaining and the acceptance of ICJ jurisdiction (through both the optional clause declaration and the compromissory clauses), we show that states belonging to different legal traditions (civil, common, and Islamic) design their commitments to the PCIJ/ICJ in quite different ways. Our results support our theoretical expectations that differences in the design of contracts in the domestic realm carry over onto the international arena. We find support for our theoretical expectations that civil law states will place few restrictions on their optional clause declarations.
Islamic law and common law states, on the other hand, include a large number of reservations in their declarations, which mirrors the design of contracts within each of these legal traditions.
Contracts in civil law states, backed strongly by the principle of good faith and other general principles included in codes, are much less precise than contracts signed under the common law.
Because there are no codes that would list all general principles in common law systems, the parties to a contract must specifically list them in the contract. This contributes significantly to the specificity and attention to detail of international contracts concluded by these states. Also, Islamic law states design their contractual relationships with the World Court in a very careful way. Because the likelihood of survival of international commitments of these states is high, they place a large number of reservations in their optional clause declarations.
Our descriptive statistics and empirical results also confirm our expectations regarding specific types of reservations. All states, regardless of the type of domestic legal system, are more likely to place reservations ratione temporis on their declarations. Legal predictability seems to be important to all states. In addition, common law states tend to include in their declarations a large number of "unnecessary" reservations and a large number of reservations relating to specific disputes, which reflects the fundamental structure of common law contracts. given to multiple contracting partners is much graver than breaking a promise given to only one party. Perhaps that is why Islamic law states prefer bilateral treaties to multilateral ones. These results constitute a fascinating venue for future research.
We would also like to further explore changes in the design of states' commitments to the with the European legal culture (Markesinis 2000) . Also, the number of codifications in the US has been constantly increasing over time. These changing processes within common legal systems can potentially influence the way that these states design their international commitments. Since more and more general principles are included in statutes, or other codifications, perhaps the design of common law contracts will over time start to resemble civil law contracts, which are much more general. This process might suggest shifting dynamics in the design of states' commitments to the ICJ. 
Others
Reserve the right to add, amend, withdraw declarations* 11% 20% 0% The declaration of the other party should be deposited no less than 4% 20% 0% 12 months prior to the filing of an application or the other party should not have accepted the compulsory jurisdiction exclusively for the purposes of the dispute Declaration made for specific types of dispute 0% 0% 0% Note: Values are calculated using Clarify, Version 2.0 (King, Tomz, and Wittenberg, 2000) .
